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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Status of Claims: 

Claims 1-15 are pending in the subject application. 
Claims 1-15 were rejected. 



By this amendment: 

Claim 1 has been amended to clarify that "the means to reconfigure at least one of said 
liquid crystal display regions" is what is being formed. 

Claim 1 1 has been amended to clarify that the "reconfigurable means" refers to the 
"means to reconfigure at least one of said liquid crystal display regions" of claim 1. 

The word "includes" was also amended to "comprises" in claims 1 1 and 12. 

Paragraphs [0029] and [0030] have been amended. 



Patent Office rejection of claims 1 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph: 

Claims 1 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. 

Applicants 9 response to rejection of claims 1 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph: 

Applicants respectfully traverse the 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph rejections of claims 
1 and 15 and disagree with the examiner's assertion that the specification "as originally filed" 
failed to disclose the last 2 lines of claim 1 referring to "plurality of pixels ..." The Office 
Action is unclear, as the text referred to by the Office Action is not the last 2 lines of claim 1, but 
rather lines 4-7 of the total of 1 2 lines in claim 1 . It appears that the examiner did not review the 
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claim in its entirety. Therefore, the conclusion that the claim failed to comply with the written 
description requirement is not valid. 

Applicants further disagree with the examiner's assertion that the specification as 
originally filed failed to disclose the recitation referred to above. As referenced on page 5, line 
12, FIG. 4B of the specification illustrates "the one-to-one correspondence across a plurality of 
liquid crystal display regions". The specification as originally filed (page 7, line 6 - page 8, line 

7) provides a detailed description of a plurality of pixels arrayed into display regions, a 
superposition of such display regions with a one-to-one correspondence as claimed. The Office 
Action is clearly in error and the examiner has apparently misread the specification. 

The Office Action also states that the specification as originally filed failed to disclose 
"an optical detector" as recited in claim 15. Applicants disagree with the examiner's assertions 
as optical detector 708 is clearly described in the specification on page 10, lines 19-22, and 
shown in FIG. 6. 

Patent Office rejection of claims 1-13 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph: 

Claims 1-13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. 

Applicants' response to rejection of claims 1-13 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph: 

Applicants respectfully traverse the 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph rejections of claims 
1-13 and disagree with the examiner's assertion that "the specification teaches how to 
reconfigure the liquid crystal display by using a software program (see, pages 11-12, figs 7 and 

8) ". 
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Paragraph [0029], line 1, and paragraph [0030], line 1 have been amended by changing 
the word "program" to "method" to clarify that the flow charts of FIGS. 7 and 8 describe 
methods for reconfiguring the display claimed in the invention. Page 1 1, lines 1-21, refers to the 
process for reconfiguring the display of the invention by varying a voltage to a desired value. 
There is no description or teaching of a "software program." The examiner misinterprets the use 
of a flow chart for a logical description of a process to suggest the reconfiguration is a software 
program. The process taught in the specification and shown in the corresponding figures has all 
of the elements that the Office Action asserts does not exist. 

The Office Action furthermore claims the specification does not provide support for the 
recitation of "a means monolithically formed adjacent ..." or "gray-scale control operably 
coupled ..." These descriptions are clearly provided in the specification on page 7, lines 13-17 
and in reference to the circuitry formed in U.S. Pat No. 6,617,187, which was incorporated by 
reference on page 8, lines 17-20. 

Patent Office rejection of claims 1-12 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph: 

Claims 1-12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph as being indefinite. 
Applicants' response to rejection of claims 1-12 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph: 

The examiner states that "a means monolithically formed adjacent to at least one of said 
liquid crystal display region" does not describe what is being formed. 

Applicants have amended the structure of the phrase in claim 1 to clarify that what is 
being formed adjacent to the liquid crystal display regions is "the means to reconfigure at least 
one of said liquid crystal display regions," which is described on page 9, lines 2-6 and lines 8-11, 
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of the specification. Dependent claims 1 1 and 12 further define that "the means to reconfigure at 
least one of said liquid crystal display regions" refer to circuitry for applying a voltage. 

Patent Office rejection of claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): 

Claims 1-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicants 5 Admitted Prior Art (FIGS. 1-3). 

Applicants' response to rejection of claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): 

Applicants respectfully traverse the 35 U.S.C: § 103(a) rejections of claims 1-14 and 
disagree with the examiner's assertion that Applicants' Admitted Prior Art (FIGS. 1-3) teaches 
the invention. 

Reference is made to M.P.E.P. § 706.02Q, which states: 

"After indicating that the rejection is under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the examiner should 
set forth in the Office action: (A) the relevant teachings of the prior art relied 
upon, preferably with reference to the relevant column or page number (s) and 
line number(s) where appropriate, (B) the difference or differences in the claim 
over the applied reference(s), (C) the proposed modification of the applied 
reference^) necessary to arrive at the claimed subject matter, and (D) an 
explanation why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification." 

The rejections are inconsistent with the requirements in M.P.E.P. § 706.02(j) because 
there is no prima facie case of obviousness recited in the Office Action in that there is no citation 
of any suggestion in the art for modifying the teachings of the prior art. Moreover, the prior art 
does not disclose all of the limitations described and claimed by the Applicants in claims 1-14. 

The examiner asserts that claims 1,9, 10 show the various components described in the 
prior art. However, the Office Action does not refer to the language of the claims that show the 
specific configuration and superposition of a plurality of display regions, which constitute the 
invention and are not shown or suggested by the prior art. The examiner misreads or ignores the 
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limitations of the claims as written. There are no teachings or suggestions in the prior art for the 
recitation of "display regions" that "are superimposed upon each other to create a one-to-one 
correspondence between pixels," which is described and claimed in claim 1 (lines 5-6). 
Dependent claims 2-12 also comprise this same limitation. 

The examiner also asserts that the Applicants "failed to teach how to reconfigurable 
liquid crystal display (sic)." However, this assertion is inconsistent with the examiner's prior 
statement that "the specification teaches how to reconfigure the liquid crystal display by using a 
software program (see, pages 11-12, figs 7 and 8)." See Office Action, page 3. As noted earlier, 
the examiner incorrectly interprets the teachings contained in the specification. Page 1 1 , lines 1- 
21 of the specification as originally filed refers to the process for reconfiguring the display of the 
invention by varying a voltage to a desired value. 

As to claim 13, Applicants disagree with the examiner's assertion that it would be 
obvious to arrange a plurality of pixel arrays in a superimposed manner to get a one-to-one 
correspondence as claimed. However, the examiner incorrectly uses hindsight from the 
teachings of the application to come to this conclusion. There are no teachings in the prior art, 
admitted by the Applicants or cited by the Office Action that teaches or suggests this 
modification. The modification taught by the Applicants provides a new capability (that of 
reconfiguration to improve the display performance) that cannot be achieved by a conventional 
single display. 

Furthermore, the examiner incorrectly interprets the front and back side of a display (see 
Office Action page 6 lines 3-8) of the prior art as being two different display regions. Such an 
interpretation of the prior art would make it inoperable as a display. One would be unable to 
apply a first and second voltage as claimed by the Applicants to such an arrangement, as the 
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prior art shown in the figures comprises only a single display region. Since there is no plurality 
of display regions in the prior art, one cannot superimpose a single display on itself! 

The examiner also states that it would be an engineering choice of design to add one 
more LCD device. However, without the hindsight of the Applicants' teachings, it would not be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form the reconfigurable display of the Applicants. If 
one took two conventional liquid crystal displays and superimposed them, as suggested by the 
examiner, then there would be no reconfiguration capable of correcting the maladies of one of 
the display panels. Instead, one display would block or impede the image of the first display and 
would not work synergistically without the appropriate teachings of the Applicants. Since an 
arbitrary combination proposed by the examiner would be unworkable, it would not be obvious 
to attempt such a combination. 

The examiner also asserts that the dependent claims (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12) are made 
obvious by the prior art, but the examiner incorrectly ignores the limitations of the parent claim, 
and therefore does not consider the entire claim as compared to the prior art. 

Patent Office rejection of claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): 

Claims 1-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicants' Admitted Prior Art (FIGS. 1-3) in view of Evanicky et al. (6,61 1,249). 
Applicants' response to rejection of claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): 

Applicants respectfully traverse the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejections of claim 15. The office 
action states that the prior art fails to teach an optical detector for measuring light and that 
Evanicky et al. teaches that it is well known to detect light (Fig. 9, 800b; col. 4, lines 18-36, etc.). 
The examiner then asserts that it would have been obvious to incorporate the light source of 
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Evanicky et al. into the Applicants' Admitted Prior Art "to adjust the temperature of the display 
by detect (sic) the light provided by the back light." However, the invention as claimed by 
Applicants in claim 15 comprises "a means for setting gray-scale values on individual pixels of 
said liquid crystal display/' and there is no discussion referring to "adjusting the temperature of 
the display." The examiner incorrectly relates the teachings of Evanicky et al. referring to 
"temperature" which is related to a chromaticity value and the claimed "gray-scale" values. 
Furthermore, the examiner incorrectly ignores the limitations of the parent claim, and therefore 
does not consider the entire claim as compared to the prior art. 

Conclusion: 

Applicants have amended the application in anticipation of a favorable 
reconsideration and examination. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Celia C Dunham, Registration No. 49,041 
SPAWARSYSCEN SAN DIEGO 
OFFICE OF PATENT COUNSEL, 20012 
53510 Silvergate Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92152-5765 
(619) 553-3001 
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